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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1. 2. 4. 8. 10. 11. 13. 17 and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Kawai (Japanese Application Publication 2001-218194 
A), and further in view of Maggenti et al. (US Application Publication No. 
2002/0077136 AD. hereinafter referred to as Maggenti. 

Regarding claim 10, Kawai discloses an image delivery apparatus, i.e. an image 
distribution system (see paragraph [0008]), that delivers images acquired from an image 
pickup apparatus (16) to at least one of external devices, i.e. terminal unit 14, the image 
pickup apparatus being remotely controllable by the external devices (see paragraph 
[0017]), the image delivery apparatus comprising a data storage medium, i.e. a data- 
hold means (see paragraph [0010]), that stores a schedule which includes one or more 
sets of control data to control the image pickup apparatus, i.e. upload schedule 
information (434) and camera control pattern (433), and a priority level of authorization 
to control the image pickup apparatus for each of the sets, e.g. the priority given to the 
privilege control connection associated with the data-hold means that stores the 
schedule (see paragraph [0084]). Kawai also discloses a schedule execution unit, i.e. a 
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timer section 216 of camera server 1 1(see last sentence of paragraph [0054]), that 
starts control of the image pickup apparatus based on the schedule. 

Kawai, however, fails to explicitly disclose a comparison unit that compares, in a 
case where a request from one of the external devices is received when the image 
apparatus is controlled based on a schedule, a priority level of the requesting external 
device with the priority level of the set of control data used at the time when the request 
is received. In addition, Kawai fails to explicitly disclose a restriction unit that inhibits 
remote control of the image pickup apparatus by the requesting external device if the 
priority level of the set of control data is higher than the priority level of the requesting 
external device as a comparison result, and a control unit that executes the remote 
control of the image pickup apparatus by the requesting external device if the priority 
level of the set of control data is lower than the priority level of the requesting external 
device as a comparison result. 

On the other hand, the concept and the advantage of comparing priority levels of 
a first and second device, and "granting floor control to the second communication if the 
second communication device has a higher or equal priority level", as evidenced by 
Maggenti (see abstract). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include a comparison unit, a restriction unit, 
and a control unit in the image delivery apparatus taught by Kawai because it would 
provide the capability of interrupting the upload process whenever needed by a proper 
priority level user, e.g. a system administrator. 
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Regarding claim 17, Kawai discloses that the control data includes at least one 
of a zoom value, a pan control value and a tilt control value of the image pickup 
apparatus (see paragraph [0014]). 

Method claims 1 and 8 are drawn to the method of using the corresponding 
apparatus claimed in claims 10 and 17. Therefore method claims 1 and 8 correspond to 
apparatus claims 10 and 17 and are rejected for the same reasons of anticipation as 
used above. 

Regarding claims 19 and 20, Kawai discloses a storage or recording medium 
readable and executable by a CPU with recorded program codes, which realize the 
function, described in claims 1 and 10 (see paragraph [0143]). 

Regarding claims 11 and 13, Kawai as modified by Maggenti teach that, when 
the priority level of the requesting external device is higher than the priority level of the 
control data, said restriction unit does not inhibit remote control of the image pickup 
apparatus by the requesting external device, and a unit forcibly stops control by said 
schedule execution unit. More specifically, Maggenti in the abstract teaches that the 
"floor" is granted by the controller, i.e. it is not inhibited, to a second device if the second 
device has a higher or equal priority than the first device in control of the "floor". 
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Method claims 2 and 4 are drawn to the method of using the corresponding 
apparatus claimed in claims 1 1 and 13. Therefore method claims 2 and 4 correspond to 
apparatus claims 11 and 13 and are rejected for the same reasons of obviousness as 
used above. 

Claims 6. 7. 9. 15. 16. and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kawai (Japanese Application Publication 2001-218194 A) and 
Maqqenti as applied to claims 1-5. 8. 11-14. 17 and 19-20 above, and further in 
view of Vaios (US 6.271.752 BP. 

Regarding claims 15 and 16, as mentioned in the discussion of claim 10 above, 
Kawai as modified by Maggenti discloses all the limitations of the parent claim. Kawai 
as modified by Maggenti, however, does not teach a detection unit that detects 
presence of an abnormality based on an image acquired from the image pickup 
apparatus during control by said schedule execution unit, which is an unattended 
operation since no user is required to perform the task, and a saving unit that saves the 
image acquired from the image pickup apparatus when any abnormality is detected by 
said detection unit. 

On the other hand, Vaios teaches a security surveillance system using a video 
camera with a motion sensor (see col. 3, lines 24-27), which transmits the video data 
obtained after a motion sensor is activated to a local computer system for storage (see 
col. 8, lines 50-58). However, Vaios does not explicitly teach that the detection is based 
on an image acquired from the camera. Official notice is taken that both the concept 
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and the advantage of calculating the difference between two frames to detect motion in 
a video-monitored area are well known in the art. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to integrate a motion detecting unit for detecting motion in a 
monitored area and a storage unit for storing the associated video images, as disclosed 
by Vaios, to the image pickup apparatus taught by Kawai because, even during an 
unattended operation of the image pickup apparatus, images associated with an 
unauthorized intrusion are stored for later review by the police or an authorized user. 

Regarding claim 18, Vaios teaches that a tracking operation is performed for an 
object moving in an image acquired from the image pickup apparatus (see col. 8, lines 
50-54). 

Method claims 6, 7, and 9 are drawn to the method of using the corresponding 
apparatus claimed in claims 15, 16, and 18. Therefore method claims 6, 7, and 9 
correspond to apparatus claims 15, 16, and 18 and are rejected for the same reasons of 
obviousness as used above. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 2, 4, 6-11, 13, and 15-20 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wanda M. Negron whose telephone number is (571 ) 
270-1 129. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 6:30 am - 4:00 pm 
alternate Fri off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Ometz can be reached on (571) 272-7593. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Wanda M. Negron/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2622 
January 7, 2008 
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